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Response to Arguments 
Claims 1-9 and 1 1 are pending in this application. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 112 
The 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph rejection presented in the prior office action has been 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 101 
The 35 USC 101 rejection presented in the prior office action has been withdrawn. 
Applicant's arguments filed 4/28/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response filed, applicant argues in substance that: 

a. Neither Yamamoto nor Shimamura, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest a 
shared method-server apparatus . In Yamamoto, each of the work-flow systems 100 has 
an associated switching apparatus that sends and receives work flow data via electronic 
mail. Each switching apparatus is connected to each other (see Fig. 2), not to a method 
server apparatus. In this direct connection system, the electronic mail is sent from a 
source directly to a destination . There is no need in Yamamoto (or Shimamura ), nor any 
suggestion, of a method server apparatus that reads the electronic mail and determines 
which work-flow system the electronic mail relates to, and then sends a command in the 
electronic mail to the related work-flow system. 
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In response to argument a above, Examiner respectfully disagree for the at least three 
reasons: 

First, the specification fails to provide any suggestion or teaching of the subject matter as 
claimed in claims 1-9, 1 1 (see the 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph rejection). 

Secondly, applicant specification suggests " each work-flow server apparatus can send 
electronic mail directly to the mail-server apparatus 60 via the communication network 50 
without using a method-server apparatus (specification page 1 1 lines 23-25)". In other words, the 
method-server apparatus is certainly not a requirement of the invention, i.e. including a method- 
server apparatus is certainly an obvious modification to the prior art. 

Third, Yamamoto does disclose a system including a method-server apparatus (i.e. an 
apparatus, fig. 5 item #222) that is connected to the first computer apparatus (fig. 5 item #100 
(1)) and the second computer apparatus (fig. 5 item #100 (2), which reads an electronic mail 
from the mail storage (fig. 5 item #221) and obviously has determined whether the mail relates, 
belongs or is for the work-flow system and extracts the mail and sends it to the corresponding 
work-flow system (in this case to wok-flow system 100 (2), see col. 5 L4 to col. 6 L61). 

Yamamoto expressly teaches the process of deciding or determining which system the 
mail relates and/or corresponds to by simply determining the sending address (col. 6 LI 0-1 5). 

For the at least reasons set forth above, the rejection is maintained. 
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Detailed Action 
Specification 

The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
adequately teach how to make and use the invention, i.e., failing to provide an enabling 
disclosure. 

The test to be applied under the written description portion of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first 
paragraph, is whether the disclosure of the application as originally filed reasonably conveys to 
the artisan that the inventor had possession at that time of later claimed subject matter. Vas-Cat 
Inc. v. Mahurkar, 935 F. 2d 1555, 1565, 19 USPQ2d 111. 1118 (Fed. Cir. 1991V reh'rg denied 
(Fed. Cir. July 8, 1991) and reh'rg, en banc, denied (Fed. Cir. July 29, 1991). 

The applicants have failed to provide an enabling disclosure in the detailed description of 
the embodiment. The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to support the subject matter set forth in these claims. 
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The claims recite ". . .a method-server apparatus that is connected to the first computer 
apparatus and the second computer apparatus , the method-server apparatus reading the electronic 
mail from the electronic mail storage and determining whether the electronic mail relates to the 
first work-flow system or the second work-flow system , wherein the method-server apparatus 
transmits the command to a related one of the first work-flow system and the second work-flow 
system, depending on which work-flow system the electronic mail relates to, . . .in the relate one 
of the first work-flow system and the second work-flow system , whereby a corresponding one of 
the first computer apparatus. . 

However, the specification merely suggests whether the mail is related to one of the work 
flows Yl, Y2, Y3...in the work- flow system WFS2 (see specification pg. 9 lines 10-20). There is 
simply no teaching or suggestion for determining whether the electronic mail relates to the first 
work-flow system or the second work-flow system. 

Hence, the above claimed limitation presents the subject matter that was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-9, 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, for the same reasons as 
set forth in objection to specification above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-2,4-8,1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent 6,385,640 issued to Yamamoto et al.(Yamamoto) in view of US Publication 
2001/0003827 issued to Shimamura. 

As per claim 1,6,7,1 1, Yamamoto teaches a work-flow cooperation processing apparatus 
that achieves cooperation among at least two work-flow systems, comprising: 

a first work-flow systems including a first computer apparatus serving as a work-flow 
server(Abstract, Figs. 5); 

a second work-flow system including a second computer apparatus serving as a work- 
flow server(Abstract, Fig. 5, col. 6, lines 10-15); 

an electronic-mail storage that stores an electronic mail sent from the first work-flow 
system or the second work-flow system (Fig.5 and col. 6 L38-45), 

a method-server apparatus that is connected to the first computer apparatus and the 
second computer apparatus, the method-server apparatus reading the electronic mail from the 
electronic mail storage and determining whether the electronic mail relates to the first work-flow 
system or the second work-flow system(Fig.5, col. 5, line 5 to col. 6 line 15); 

Yamamoto, does not explicitly teach the electronic mail including a command; wherein 
the method-server apparatus transmits the command to a related one the first work-flow system 
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and the second work flow system, depending on which work-flow system the mail relates to, 
when the command relates to a work flow in the second work-flow system, and the second 
computer apparatus executes the work flow corresponding to the command in the second work- 
flow flow system in the related work-flow system. 

Shimamura teaches the electronic mail including a command (Fig.4,5,7,8); wherein the 
method-server apparatus transmits the command to the second computer apparatus when the 
command relates to a work flow in the second work-flow system, the command is used to 
activate the work flow, and the second computer apparatus executes the work flow 
corresponding to the command in the second work-flow flow system(Figs.4,5,7,8, paragraph 
022, claim 1). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Yamamoto to add a command in an email to be performed 
by another computer in another work flow system as taught by Shimamura in order to remotely 
perform maintenance for devices in a network(Shimamura, paragraph 0001). 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings of 
Yamamoto and Shimamura in order to provide a system to remotely perform maintenance for 
devices in a network(Shimamura, paragraph 0001). 

As per claim 2,8, wherein the first computer apparatus sends the electronic 
mail for storage in the electronic-mail storage when electronic-mail processing is designated at a 
node of a work flow in the first work-flow system, and the first computer apparatus does not 
send the electronic mail when electronic mail processing is not designated at the node of the 
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work flow in the first work-flow system(Yomamoto, col.6, lines 53-65; it is inherent that if an 
email is not addressed to a specific person that it will not send the email). 

As per claim 4, wherein the command is an activation command that activates the work 
flow in the second work-flow system (Yomamoto, Fig.5, col.5, lines 64-67). 

As per claim 5, wherein the electronic mail has text data, and the text data includes a 
parameter specifying the work flow in the second work-flow system( Yomamoto, col.6, lines 1- 
22). 



2. Claims 3,9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
6,385,640 issued to Yamamoto et al.(Yamamoto) in view of US Publication 2001/0003827 
issued to Shimamura in further view of Office Notice. 

Yamamoto in view of Shimamura teaches all the limitations of claim 1, and 7, and further 
teaches as per claim 3,9 wherein the method-server apparatus transmits the command to the 
second computer apparatus when the electronic mail is related to the work flow in the second 
work-flow system(col.6, lines l-15;the 1 st system determines that the email is related to the 
second work flow system). 

Yamamoto in view of Shimamura however, does not teach deleting email from a mail 
storage. Office Notice is taken; one ordinary skill in the art would delete an email from a mail 
storage when the email is read or unwanted to save memory or storage space. 

One ordinary skilled in the art would be motivated to combine Yamamoto in view of 
Shimamura and to delete email from a mail storage to provide a system to save storage space on 
a computer. 
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Additional References 
The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See PTO-892. 

US 6,629,131 issued to Choi 
US 5,974,392 issued to Endo 
US 5,938,722 issued to Johnson 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KAMAL B. DIVECHA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5863. The examiner can normally be reached on Increased Flex Work Schedule. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zarni Maung can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Kamal Divecha 
Art Unit 2151 
June 20, 2006. 




